This essay attempts to define unreliability in autobiography and explore its major forms and features in relation to unreliability in fiction. It starts with the construction of a narratological framework for autobiography, especially in terms of the narrative communicative situation. Then it goes on to discuss two contrasting approaches to fictional unreliability, the rhetorical and the cognitivist or constructivist. The rhetorical approach deals, in an idealized way, with the gap between the narrator and the implied author and is only concerned with the "implied" or "authorial" reader (critics who try to enter that position). The constructivist approach, by contrast, is also concerned with how actual readers try to resolve textual problems with different integration mechanisms. The present study defines and explores autobiographical unreliability in relation to both the rhetorical model and the constructivist model in fiction studies. To illustrate autobiographical unreliability, this essay analyzes two autobiographies by Frederick Douglass in terms of intertextual unreliability and a recent Chinese autobiography in terms of extratextual (un)reliability. In both cases, the divergent responses highlight the functioning of different integration mechanisms. The analysis brings to light certain integration mechanisms peculiar to the interpretation of autobiography and, moreover, shows how the same integration mechanism can be used to opposed effects.
Autobiography is an elusive and ambiguous genre that is very difficult to define (see Eakin 1989; Adams 1990) . Philippe Lejeune (1989: 4) has offered the following well-known definition: "Retrospective prose narrative written by a real person concerning his own existence, where the focus is his individual life, in particular the story of his personality." Although this definition (like its earlier version in Lejeune 1971: 14) does not take into account marginal or deviant cases (see Folkenflik 1993: 13-15) , it does cover the existing norms of autobiography, which can be distinguished from biography, personal novel, autobiographical poem, journal/diary, selfportrait, or essay (Lejeune 1989: 4) . According to Lejeune, this definition also functions to distinguish autobiography from "memoirs" (a translation of the French mémoires), since the latter is not concerned with "individual life" or "story of a personality" (ibid.). But in English, while the singular memoir can only refer to "a historical account or biography," the plural memoirs can refer to "an autobiography" (Pearsall 1998 (Pearsall : 1155 . Similarly, in Chinese, a "memoir" (huiyilu) can refer either to a narrative focusing on one's individual life or to a narrative about historical events that one is familiar with. That is to say, in both English and Chinese, at least one type of "memoir" falls within the domain of autobiography.
The past forty years or so, especially the past two decades, have witnessed an upsurge of autobiographies (see Marcus 1994; Smith and Watson 2001) , which have moved from the margin to the center previously occupied by the privileged genres of fiction, poetry, and drama. Now at the center, autobiographical writings as a corpus have virtually become a testing ground for a wide range of critical theories and disciplines, especially feminism and ethnic studies (see Eakin 1985; Andrews 1991; Folkenflik 1993: 9-12; Bruner 1993; Watson 1993; Smith and Watson 1998; Rodriguez 1999; Cosslett 2000; Fivush and Haden 2003; Seelig 2006) . Although narratology has also enjoyed fast development and has extended into various new genres, fields, and media (see Phelan and Rabinowitz 2005; Fludernik 2005) , narratologists in general seem to have little interest in historiography (see Genette 1990; Sternberg 1990 Sternberg , 1992 , including one of the "master narratives" of the West-autobiography (Smith 1987: 6) .
In the now century-old tradition of autobiography criticism, Sidonie Smith's A Poetics of Women's Autobiography (1987) identified three major "waves," a point reiterated in her recent work Reading Autobiography (2001) in collaboration with Julia Watson. The first wave of this criticism is preoccupied with the bios and takes autobiography as a subcategory of biography (see, for instance, Maurois 1929; Kendall 1965) ; the second shifts attention from the bios to the autos by questioning the identity of the autobiographical "I" (see, for instance, Spengemann 1980; Eakin 1985; Leverenz 1987) ; lastly, the third wave challenges and tries to subvert the whole notion of autobiographical writing as being referential in nature (see, for instance, de Man 1984; Eakin 1992: 3-29) . Nevertheless, autobiography has remained on the side of nonfictional narratives in the "shifting but stubbornly tenacious divide" between fiction and nonfiction (Smith and Watson 2005: 356; see also Lejeune 1989; Doležel 1998; Cohn 1999; Walsh 2005) . Indeed, despite varying degrees of fictionalization in individual works and despite the difficulty, if not impossibility, of accessing or tracing the real-life experiences of the autobiographer (especially a noncontemporary one), autobiography does have a different ontological status, for, as we all know, the criterion of "truth" is applicable to this genre. Indeed, the discovery of various kinds or degrees of fictionalization in autobiography is based on the very fact that there exists an extratextual reality for distinguishing the fictional from the factual.
Moreover, one writer can produce more than one autobiography covering the same period(s) of his or her past life. As there is only one "reality" involved, the discrepancies between the two or more accounts would naturally throw into doubt the factualness of the accounts, a problem that will not arise in the domain of fiction. The existence of the truth-determining "extratextuality" and the truth-related "intertextuality" bear on autobiography's structure and interpretation in various ways. This essay focuses on "unreliability," which has recently become "a hot issue in narratology" (Fludernik 2001: 98) or "such a central issue in contemporary narrative theory" (Nünning 2005: 90) . To pave the way for this discussion, we will first propose a narratological framework for autobiography as distinct from fiction.
A Narratological Framework for Autobiography
The existing thorough narratological investigation of fiction as one type of narrative provides a good basis for the construction of a narratological framework of autobiography as a subtype of historiography. First, attention will be directed to the basic narrative levels. Narratological investigations of fiction are based either on dichotomous distinctions (the Russian Formalists' "fabula" vs. "sjuzhet"; Tzvetan Todorov's [1966] "histoire" vs. "discours"; Seymour Chatman's [1978] "story" vs. "discourse") or on trichotomous distinctions (Gérard Genette's [1980 {1972} ] "story," "narra-. In 997 Alexander F. Zweers published his PhD dissertation, The Narratology of the Autobiography, but it is a critical analysis of a fictive autobiography with narratological tools, and it has not established a theoretical narratological framework of autobiography. For an excellent review of Zweers's critical effort, see Marullo 998. tive," and "narrating"; Shlomith Rimmon-Kenan's [2002 {1983} ] "story," "text," and "narration"; Mieke Bal's [1997 {1985} ] "fabula," "story," and "text"). But, as Dan Shen (2001a) has argued, insofar as written narrative is concerned, the real "storytelling" process (i.e., the writer's writing process) lies beyond the narrative, and any fictitious process of narrating is not accessible unless it becomes an object being narrated. And whatever element of the process is narrated, it would become either part of the story or part of the discourse, depending on the level at which the analysis is carried out (see also Shen 2002) . Not surprisingly, Genette's ternary distinction, as pointed out by Rimmon-Kenan (1989: 159) , has collapsed into a binary one in practice. Genette's discussion of "order," "duration," and "frequency" only involves the relation between the narrative discourse (textual representation) and the narrated story (fictional facts).
The difference between fiction and autobiography in terms of narrative levels is obvious. In fiction, we are only concerned with how the narrator rearranges the textual story within the boundary of the text, whereas in autobiography our concern is twofold: we also have to consider to what extent the textual story is true to the "real" personal experiences (however difficult the access to the "real"). That is to say, the narratological discussion of (among other elements) order, duration, and frequency in autobiography may involve both the textual and the extratextual worlds. Interestingly, the picture is further complicated by the fact that sometimes the autobiographer produces more than one autobiography based on the same personal experiences. In circumstances like these, we need to examine the relationships among event sequences on one more level-that involving a comparison of two or more texts.
Moreover, consider the relationship between the reader/audience and the author in autobiography as opposed to fiction. In fictional studies, many narratologists adopt and modify the distinction of four reading positions as first put forward by Peter Rabinowitz (1977; see also Rabinowitz 1987 ; Phelan 1989 Phelan , 1996 Booth 1983 Booth [1961 ; Kearns 1999; Herman 2002) , namely, (1) the flesh-and-blood audience (the reading position related to a reader's particularity and social identity), (2) the authorial audience (the ideal reading position, corresponding to the implied author, understanding the text perfectly, and unlike the narrative audience, aware of the fictitiousness of the work, (3) the narrative audience (the observer role within the world of the fiction, treating the fictional action as real), and (4) the ideal narrative audience (the ideal reading position for which the narrator is telling the story).
The distinction between the "authorial" and the (ideal) "narrative" audi-ence in fiction is based on the distinction between the (implied) author and the narrator. But in autobiography, the (implied) author and narrator often collapse into one, since it is usually "an art of direct telling from author to audience," although there can occur "the autobiographical exception," where the (implied) author resorts to "the art of indirection" by adopting a voice (or voices) other than that of his or her present self (Phelan 2005: 67) . As far as the autobiographical norm of "direct telling" is concerned, the author is the narrator (see Lejeune 1989: 4-25; Genette 1990: 764-67) .
It is true that, in autobiography studies, critical attention has long been directed to the difference between the historical "I" and the narrating "I," the latter often referred to as "persona" or the author's "second self " (see, for instance, Olney 1972; Spengemann 1980; Lejeune 1989; Barbour 1992; Smith and Watson 2001) ; but as far as the autobiographical norm of "direct telling" is concerned, hardly any effort is made to distinguish between the narrator and the implied author (i.e., the author's second self ). This seems largely attributable to the fact that "autobiography," as the term indicates, is usually "autos" + "bios" + "graphein," the "writing of one's personal story by oneself." The writer may assume a certain stance (second self/ implied authorship) at the time of writing a given (stretch of an) autobiography, but that stance is conveyed by the narrating-I as a mouthpiece. Significantly, while the "second self " in fiction refers to the implied author (writing author) in contrast to both the historical author and the narrator (Booth 1983 (Booth [1961 ), in the autobiographical norm of direct telling, this phrase usually refers to the "narrator" as a mouthpiece or representative of the writing (implied) author, in contrast to the historical author. It follows that the "authorial audience" (corresponding to the implied author) and the "narrative audience" (corresponding to the narrator) also converge into one-what we would like to call the "uncognizant" audi-2. The concept of "the implied author" has aroused heated debates and discussions in the field of narrative theory. Here we cannot go into this issue (for recent surveys and discussions, see Booth 200; Nünning 200; Shaw 200 ; see also Darby 200, 2003; Fludernik 2003a ). 3. Interestingly, Timothy Adams's (990: ix) assertion, "All autobiographers are unreliable narrators," points to the identity of the writing author and the narrator in this genre. . We have borrowed the term, or rather the distinction between "cognizant" and "uncognizant," from Meir Sternberg's "Self-Consciousness as a Narrative Feature and Force" (200), which makes a significant and nuanced distinction between "self-conscious" narrators/tellers and "unself-conscious" reflectors/informants (see also Sternberg 978: 26-30, 983: 72-86; Yacobi 98, 2000 ; also see Bordwell 98: 7-8 on the cinematic manifestation). Since our concern is the addressee's end-one's cognition or reception of another's discourse-we have chosen the alternative terms "cognizant vs. uncognizant" that Sternberg (200: 233) has offered and that apply well to the present case.
ence. The "uncognizant audience" in autobiography differs from "narrative audience" in fiction: the latter is immersed in the fictional world, treating the characters as real people, whereas the former takes the autobiographical world to be in keeping with the real world and is not cognizant of the discrepancies between the textual story and the real personal experiences it is supposed to represent.
Some interpreters of memoir writing only see the "uncognizant" reader: not aware of the "cognizant" type (see below), they remain unaware of the possibility of unreliable narration in this genre. Vivian Gornick (1998: viiviii) , for instance, asserts that the chief difference between the nonfictional memoir writing and fiction writing is that "a fictional 'I' can be, and often is, an unreliable narrator," while "the non-fictional 'I' [in memoir writing] can never be," since "in memoir the reader must be persuaded that the narrator is speaking truth." But very often, in reading memoirs or an autobiography, especially a contemporary one, a reader is consciously or half-consciously comparing the textual world with the extratextual reality (which he or she may have knowledge about or have been a witness to). This may be designated as the "cognizant" reading position.
The difference between the "cognizant audience" in autobiography and the "authorial audience" in fiction is that the former may be totally unsought by, and unwelcome to, the autobiographer, who always wants readers to take the text to be true to his or her experiences, whereas the latter is intended by the author to be aware of the fictiveness of the story told, so that the audience can judge the narrator and characters together with the author. Interestingly, while "the authorial audience" and "the narrative audience" in fiction are two complementary reading positions (the reading is marked both by the "suspension of disbelief " and an awareness of the fictitiousness required to communicate with the implied author in judging the narrator and the story), "the uncognizant audience" and "the cognizant audience" in autobiography are two competing and incompatible reading positions, at least concerning the same part of the narrative.
In fictional studies, classical narratologists tend to use a particular diagram to indicate the situation of narrative communication (Chatman 1978: 151; see figure 1 ). The box in the diagram is used to indicate that "only the implied author and implied reader are immanent to a narrative, the narrator and narratee are optional (parentheses). The real author and real reader are outside the narrative transaction as such," though they are "indispensable to it in an ultimate practical sense" (ibid.). In terms of the autobiographical norm of "direct telling," we propose instead to use the diagram pictured in figure 2. Apart from the omission of "implied author" as a separate entity (the narrator is or represents that author) and the adoption of the "uncognizant" or the "cognizant" reader for the reasons given above, this diagram indicates a much more direct role of the real author in the narrative communicative situation. While classical narratologists, subject to formalist limitations, tend to exclude the real author and the real reader from the realm of narratological research, in our narratological framework of autobiography, the real author is not only a theoretically important element but even practically indispensable, since the text presumably refers to the real author's experiences.
Another difference between the narrative communication frame of autobiography and that of fiction is that, while the latter takes both the narrator and the narratee as optional, our narratological framework of autobiography only takes the "narratee" to be optional, for in any autobiography, as in fictional homodiegetic narration, there always exists a narrator "I." It goes beyond the scope of the present essay to investigate further narratological differences between fiction and autobiography. Attention will now focus on the issue of "unreliability."
. As we know, since the 980s, narratologists have increasingly realized the limitations of the formalist position of severing the text from its context, and nowadays it has become a consensus that narratives are communicative acts in sociohistorical contexts. But when the investigation is concerned with the classification of generic textual structures, there is usually no room or no need for the consideration of varied specific contexts. Newly established decontextualized structural models, as well as models taken from classical narrative poetics, have been continuously appearing in contextual narratologies, such as feminist narratology (see Shen 200a) . 6. The discourser may be unself-conscious, hence addressing no outsider. Implied (Narrator) (Narratee) Implied author reader Figure 2 Proposed diagram of the autobiographical norm of "direct telling."
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Autobiographical versus Fictional Unreliability
Insofar as the autobiographical norm of direct telling is concerned, autobiographical differs from fictional unreliability, at least in terms of standards of measurement and reading hypotheses. We will start with a discussion of fictional unreliability and then investigate autobiographical unreliability in relation to it.
Different Approaches to Fictional Unreliability
Regarding fictional unreliability, there have emerged two contrasting approaches: the dominant rhetorical approach, as pioneered by Wayne Booth (1983 [1961] ) and recently represented by James Phelan (e.g, 2005) , and the cognitivist or constructivist approach, as developed by Tamar Yacobi (e.g., 1981 Yacobi (e.g., , 2000 Yacobi (e.g., , 2001 Yacobi (e.g., , 2005 . Following is a comparison of the two approaches:
1. In Booth's (1983 Booth's ( [1961 : 158-59) view, a narrator is "reliable when he speaks for or acts in accordance with the norms of the work (which is to say the implied author's norms), unreliable when he does not." If the reader discovers the unreliability as encoded by the implied author, there is a secret communion between them at the expense of the narrator (ibid.: 307). The rhetorical approach sees unreliability as involving "a feedback loop among the implied author's agency, textual phenomena, and reader response" (Phelan 2005: 38) . 2. Yacobi (2005: 109-10) defines unreliability as "a reading-hypothesis":
"one that is formed in order to resolve textual problems (from unaccountable detail to self-contradiction) at the expense of the narrator at odds with the author" (see also Yacobi 1981 Yacobi , 2000 Yacobi , 2001 ). Yacobi's cognitivist or constructivist approach is thus concerned with the relation among "Authorial Rhetoric, Narratorial (Un)reliability, [and] Divergent Readings" (the main title of her 2005 essay).
Both models are concerned with the gap between the "narrator" and the "author." But Booth's model deals with the "ideal" communicative situation: the "implied author" encodes unreliability for the "implied reader" (critics who enter this reading position) to decipher, as the latter indeed successfully does. The rhetorical approach, that is to say, "accounts for the ways in which readers might share understandings with authors and with each other" (Phelan 2005: 48) . If the rhetorical approach considers any conceptual schema, attention is primarily directed to that adopted by the implied author in encoding unreliability, and "part of the reader's task is to reconstruct the conceptual schema" (ibid.: 49) in order to decode successfully the unreliability involved. Fictional unreliability typically occurs in homodiegetic narration. Broadening Booth's original definition beyond events and values, Phelan claims that "a character narrator is 'unreliable' when he or she offers an account of some event, person, thought, thing, or other object in the narrative world that deviates from the account the implied author would offer" (ibid.). The subjunctive "would" is significant. When a character narrator misreports, misreads, misevaluates, underreports, underreads, or underevaluates (ibid.: 51), readers may often see a gap between what the narrator says and the correct or adequate version that "would" be offered by the implied author. But in homodiegetic narration, the text only contains the first-person narrator's account, and as we all know, what the implied author "would" offer can only be a matter of readers' inference and judgment. In a sense, a reader is projecting his or her own sense of reliability or authority onto the image of the implied author as a yardstick of the narrator's fallibility. Accordingly, if different readers or critics, each claiming or assuming to be in the position of the "implied" or "authorial" audience, come up with divergent readings, the case would become problematic for the rhetorical stance, since presumably there is only one "implied" or "authorial" audience in relation to the implied author. As Phelan (ibid.: 48) observes, flesh-and-blood readers can only try "to enter the authorial audience," with or without success. While the rhetorical approach sheds light on how communication may "ideally" proceed and how professional critics tend to try to enter that ideal situation, it does not take into account the divergent readings performed by flesh-and-blood readers and still less explains them. Yacobi's cognitivist or constructivist approach, by contrast, directs attention to the different reading strategies that underlie the divergence (more below).
In order to obtain a clearer picture, a distinction needs to be made between two different cognitive approaches. One is the constructivist kind as developed by Yacobi, and the other, represented by Vera Nünning, is marked by an essentially "rhetorical" yardstick. As mentioned above, Yacobi (2005: 109-10 ) defines "unreliability" as "a reading-hypothesis," and she reemphasizes in her 2005 essay "the hypothetical nature of such an interpretive move, which, like any conjecture, is open to adjustment, inversion, or even replacement by another hypothesis altogether." In order to resolve textual problems, different readers may adopt different reading hypotheses, including the "existential," the "functional," the "generic," the "perspectival," and the "genetic" ones (see the detailed discussion below). The "perspectival" mechanism is primarily concerned with the gap between the narrator and the implied author. But it is only a "readinghypothesis" or reader's "conjecture" and so likewise "open to adjustment, inversion, or even replacement by another hypothesis altogether" (110). This forms a notable contrast with the rhetorical approach, which treats the gap between the narrator and the implied author as a preexisting one, encoded by the latter. An actual reader who can decode this gap is regarded as having successfully entered the position of the "implied" or "authorial" reader, and the reading itself is taken as "authorial" reading as opposed to misreading. This "author-oriented" standard is replaced by a "readeroriented" standard in the constructivist approach, which sees fictional unreliability as "a feature ascribed (or lifted) ad-hoc [by actual readers] on a relational basis, depending on the (equally hypothetical) norms operative in context. What is deemed 'reliable' in one context, including readingcontext, as well as authorial and generic framework, may turn out to be unreliable in another" (ibid.). That is to say, whether a narrator is unreliable or not depends on actual readers' different reading hypotheses associated with different norms (including the implied author's) as constructed by the readers involved. In terms of this constructivist stance, attention will not be directed to whether the actual readers adopting the "perspectival" hypothesis have successfully entered the implied reader's position or not. And from this constructivist angle, no mode of reading will be regarded in principle as a misreading. This approach has the advantage of taking into serious account all the various reading strategies theoretically usable, or actually used, in trying to resolve textual problems.
By contrast, although Vera Nünning (2004) directs attention to readers' changing interpretive frames across historical contexts, her idea of unreliability is essentially rhetorical rather than constructivist. She begins as follows: " 'The history of unreliable narrators from Gargantua to Lolita is in fact full of traps for the unsuspecting reader.' This statement by Wayne Booth has certainly proved to be an accurate prediction. . . . Booth's statement is also relevant in another respect, because the history of the reception of the individual unreliable narrators is not only a minefield for critics, but for the unsuspecting reader as well" (ibid.: 236). Rhetorical critics hold the view that "writers can fashion their texts to communicate sharable meanings and that [competent] readers can, and frequently do, apprehend those 8. For a related cognitive approach, see Nünning 999; see also the discussion below of the modified position in Nünning 200. meanings" (Phelan 2005: 48) ; but historical changes often stand in the way of this "ideal" communication. In effect adopting a rhetorical yardstick, Vera Nünning tries to reveal the various traps of interpretation: how different historical contexts affect readers' conceptual schema and consequently distort the original meaning. "We can at least eliminate one possible trap of interpretation," she claims, "by taking into consideration the values that were current during the period when a specific text was written" (Nün-ning 2004: 248) . This is an effective way to get closer to the norms shared by the implied author and reader. According to this cognitive approach, interpretations affected or determined by different values in later historical contexts often, if not always, constitute "misreadings" (Nünning 2005: 99) . Moreover, from this point of view, so long as readers avoid "traps of interpretation," they may successfully come up with readings shared with each other and with the implied author.
Significantly, Yacobi's constructivist approach is innovative in its essential difference not only from the rhetorical tradition but also from the cognitive approach that focuses on "generic" audience or readers (see Shen 2005a: 155-57) . In terms of the large genre of "narrative," the "generic" audience is equipped with the same "narrative competence" (Prince 1987: 65) and shares stereotypic assumptions, frames, scripts, schemata, or mental models in narrative comprehension. In terms of a subgenre of narrative, the "generic" audience will share the same conventions and knowledge of that subgenre. Cognitive narratologists concerned with the comprehension of narrative as a genre (or of its subgenres) tend to focus on the "generic audience" and the "generic context" of reception, leaving aside the differences among individual readers or sociohistorical contexts (see, for instance, Herman 2002; see also Shen 2005a: 155-64) . Even if the investigation is based on empirical experiments, cognitive narratologists in this vein (e.g., Ryan 2003) tend to try to uncover from varied reception processes shared mental models of narrative comprehension. That is to say, while Yacobi tries to reveal how different readers employ different, as well as analogous, interpretive strategies in resolving the same textual problems (which result in divergent readings), the "generic audience"-oriented approach focuses instead on how "conventional" readers share the same/ similar mental models or frames. But of course, this disparity between the 9. This cognitive line can be traced back to Jonathan concept of "naturalization," a concept based on generic conventions: the "institution of literature permits a different relation between text and world in the case of poetry and thus makes appropriate certain types of naturalization or operations of reading which are not admitted in prose" approaches has to do with the complicated nature of the issue of fictional unreliability that Yacobi focuses on.
In "Reconceptualizing Unreliable Narration," Ansgar Nünning tries, by way of an excellent and comprehensive survey of recent work in this field, to synthesize the cognitive (constructivist) and the rhetorical approaches to fictional unreliability. The very act of synthesizing implies that each of the two approaches is problematic in itself. Nünning (2005: 94-95 ) criticizes the rhetorical approach for failing to take into account readers' interpretive strategies:
Narrative theorists working within a cognitive and constructivist approach to understanding unreliable narration have argued that the link that has been forged between the unreliable narrator and the implied author deprives narrative theory of the possibility of accounting for the pragmatic effects of unreliability. Focusing on the interactivity between textual modes of representation and readers' choices in constructing narrative worlds, some theorists (e.g., Yacobi 1981 Yacobi , 1987 Yacobi , 2001 Nünning 1998 Nünning , 1999 have located unreliability in the interaction of text and reader. Indeed, they have argued that unreliability is not so much a character trait of a narrator as it is an interpretive strategy of the reader.
But Nünning (ibid.: 105) also explicitly criticizes the constructivist approach: "While cognitive [constructivist] narratologists single out reader response and the cultural frameworks that readers bring to texts as the most important basis for detecting unreliability, narrative theorists working in the tradition of rhetorical approaches to narrative have redressed the balance."
Nünning aims for a synthetic "cognitive [constructivist]-rhetorical" approach to give a comprehensive account of unreliability. But as discussed above, the two approaches are essentially incompatible, as well as being very different in range, and any attempt to synthesize them is bound to favor one at the expense of the other. Not surprisingly, the wellintentioned synthesis only preserves the rhetorical, to the suppression of (emphasis added). The yardstick of generic conventions is implicit also in the following comment by Monika Fludernik (2003b: 262): Moreover, individual readers' personal background, familiarity with literature, and aesthetic likes and dislikes will also have a bearing on how texts are narrativized. At the least, readers with little or no exposure to modern texts will perhaps already find it hard to narrativize Virginia Woolf, just as twentieth-century readers find some fifteenth-or seventeenth-century texts unreadable because they lack argumentative consistency and teleological structuring.
This kind of cognitive narratological investigation forms a notable contrast with the constructivist kind, since it takes generic conventions themselves as the yardstick and distinguishes between "competent" and "incompetent" narrative comprehension (ibid.: 263) rather than treat the reader's reading hypothesis or organizing activity itself as the yardstick. the constructivist. Nünning's (ibid.: 101) synthetic approach asks the following questions: "What textual and contextual signals suggest to the reader that the narrator's reliability may be suspect? How does an implied author (as redefined by Phelan) manage to furnish the narrator's discourse and the text with clues that allow the critic to recognize an unreliable narrator when he or she sees one?" (emphasis added). Nünning (ibid.: 100) uses Ian McEwan's "Dead as They Came" to "show how the cognitive [constructivist] and rhetorical approaches can be synthesized" in dealing with unreliability. But since the questions he asks are in essence "rhetorical" ones, he is only concerned with the interpretation of "the critic," "the reader," or "the average reader" (ibid.: 100-103), who has presumably entered the position of "the implied reader" and who therefore presumably shares the interpretation with the implied author in the "ideal" communicative situation. Such investigations cannot account for how actual readers' interpretations diverge because of the functioning of different interpretive strategies and therefore still leave uncovered "the pragmatic effects of unreliability." In order to account for such effects, one has to shift from the rhetorical to the constructivist approach. The constructivist approach is very helpful and valuable, especially thanks to the admirable efforts made by Yacobi to classify and systematize the five major reading strategies (see section 3.2). Apart from its significant role in accounting for fictional unreliability, this constructivist approach, as will be shown below, can shed much light on the issue of unreliability in autobiography.
Autobiographical in Relation to Fictional Unreliability
In autobiography, there are, on the one hand, the same manifestations or markers of unreliable narration: "misreporting, misreading, misevaluating" or "underreporting, underreading, and underregarding [underevaluating] " : 51-52), which may result from "e.g., incompetence, untruthfulness, unawareness, misjudgment" (Yacobi 2001: 224 ; see also Rimmon- Kenan 2002 Kenan [1983 : 101-4). On the other hand, misreporting and underreporting figure much more prominently in this "nonfictional" genre, since whether the report is accurate or adequate often forms the focus of attention here. Dorrit Cohn (2000: 307) makes a distinction between "a factual kind of unreliability that is attributed to a mis-or disinformed narrator, unwilling or unable to tell what 'actually' happened," and "an ideological kind that is attributed to a narrator who is biased or confused." She reserves the term "unreliability" for the "factual" kind (see also Nünning 1999: 57) , while designating the "ideological" kind as "discordant narration" vis-à-vis the author. In Cohn's view, there is no difference between fiction and nonfiction concerning "factual unreliability,"0 but ideological "discordance" can only occur in fiction.
Regarding the "factual" kind of unreliability, while in fiction the markers are usually a matter of intratextual problems (inconsistencies, incongruities, etc.), the case of autobiography is more complicated, since unreliability can occur not only at the intratextual level but also at the extratextual and intertextual levels. As regards the intratextual level itself, there exists an interesting difference between autobiography and fiction in terms of the relation between the author and the narrator. Yacobi (2005: 111) has referred to an inconsistency concerning the number of children Pozdnyshev has in Tolstoy's The Kreutzer Sonata (six in chapter 14 but five elsewhere), which may be taken as a slip of the author rather than of the narrator. But the same intratextual inconsistency in autobiography may function as a sign of narratorial unreliability (misreporting) since the author is the narrator. In terms of the extratextual level, peculiar to autobiography versus fiction, factual unreliability is usually a matter of discrepancies between the textual and the historical worlds involved. In terms of the intertextual level, also peculiar to autobiography, discrepancies between two autobiographies narrating the same personal experiences also operate as a kind of marker of narratorial unreliability. Generally, whatever kind of "factual inconsistency" arises in the narration of autobiography, the ultimate yardstick is always the extratextual "what really happened."
Interestingly, while fictional unreliability is seen by the rhetorical model as a matter of the reader's secret communication with the (implied) author at the expense of the narrator, under the autobiographical norm of "direct 0. Monika Fludernik argues that unreliability does not exist in our daily conversation: if somebody like Jason Compson were telling us what he says in Faulkner's The Sound and the Fury, we would be disgusted by the man's hypocrisy, self-deception, and unwitting selfexposure and would try to escape from him if possible. "We derive no pleasure at all from decoding nastiness, madness or perversity from an interlocutor's unwitting self-exposure; in a narrative text, however, we delight in having decoded the secret meaning of the text; we exult in our own ingenuity at having spotted the trick, at having cracked the code and 'found out' the narrator" . In autobiographical interpretation, unlike such cases of daily talk, a cognizant reader who discovers the distortion of extratextual facts may delight in his or her own ingenuity at having exposed the autobiographer's hidden manipulations. Even if the discrepancies imply slips of memory or a lack of access to the accurate facts, the reader is as likely to focus on the gap between the extratextual reality and the unreliable narration (misreporting, underreporting) of it; the contrast to Fludernik's daily conversation remains. . Nevertheless, in fiction, even in the case of "factual unreliability," we may still have "discordant narration." Faced with misreport or underreport, the reader may also see a gap between the "mis-or disinformed narrator" and the accurately or adequately informed (implied) author: "The author intends his or her work to be understood differently from the way the narrator understands it" (Cohn 2000: 307). telling," unreliability usually becomes a matter of the cognizant reader's judgment at the expense of the "I" as narrator-author. In more general terms, if fictional unreliability, from the rhetorical angle, involves the relation "among implied author, narrator, and authorial audience" (Phelan 2005: 49) , typical autobiographical unreliability involves the relation among narrator-author, extratextual reality, intertextual (in)consistency, and the cognizant reader (who may have access to the author's life, either as a witness or through reliable sources, and to more than one autobiography recounting the same experiences).
As to the "ideological" kind of unreliability, in fiction it consists, from the "rhetorical" viewpoint, in a gap between the narrator's judgment and the (implied) author's. In autobiographies, it usually lies in a gap between the narrator-author's judgment and what is taken as the correct ideological standards by an interpretive community. Now, let us turn to the cognitivist or constructivist approach. In discussing the divergent readings of textual incongruities as illustrated by the case of Tolstoy's Kreutzer Sonata, Yacobi has offered an insightful classification of five different types of reading hypotheses or integration mechanisms (2005: 110-13 and already as early as Yacobi 1981) . We will discuss autobiographical unreliability in relation to Yacobi's five mechanisms to shed further light on the difference between it and fictional unreliability.
Mechanism 1: the existential mechanism, which "refers incongruities to the level of the fictive world, notably to canons of probability that deviate from those of reality." Yacobi mentions two different cases: one, the extreme examples of the worlds of fairy tale, science fiction, or Kafka's "Metamorphosis," and, two, less extreme, within the realistic world of Tolstoy's Kreutzer Sonata, the first-person narrator Pozdnyshev makes odd generalizations on love, education, sexual morality, etc. Pozdnyshev asserts throughout that his marital crisis is typical. "To the extent that the claim holds true of the world, his talk reliably embodies a widespread problem in need of solution; if, on the other hand, his crisis is unique, let alone morbid, his insistence on its prevalence betrays unreliability." As regards case one, the difference between autobiography and fiction is obvious. In fiction, "the worlds of fairy tale, science fiction, or Kafka's 'Metamor-2. Social ideological standards may vary from one historical period/context to another. For instance, see the changing moral responses discussed in section of this essay. 3. As Yacobi points out, the term "integration mechanism" is Meir Sternberg's, who developed a theory of integration, especially in "Mimesis and Motivation" (983). Integration is defined there (ibid: 6-6) as "the whole repertory of ordering resources and sense-making combinations available to humans." The five mechanisms singled out here accordingly belong to a much wider set of integrative reading operations.
phosis' " are accountable in terms of "canons of probability" or "possible worlds" theory (discussed, for instance, in Ryan 1991) . By contrast, in autobiography, the same kind of narration will be treated as unreliable, since such phenomena do not exist in the extratextual world. In terms of case two, autobiography is also different from fiction, where "the world," even though a realistic one, only refers to a "fictive" or textual existence. Suppose that marital crisis is prevalent in the fictive world, while in reality it is not: the same claim about the typicality of the personal marital crisis will be then reliable in the fictional work concerned but unreliable in an autobiography in relation to the real or extratextual world.
Mechanism 2: the functional mechanism, which "imposes order on the deviant in terms of the ends requiring or justifying that deviance. Whatever looks odd-about the characters, the ideas, the structure-can be motivated by the work's purpose, local or overall, literary or otherwise." Interestingly, in autobiographical interpretation, as will emerge below, the functional mechanism also figures prominently, sometimes even overriding the existential (see also Adams 1990) .
Mechanism 3: the generic principle, "which appeals to a certain encoded model or simplification of reality, like the causal freedoms of comedy vis-à-vis the stricter tragic plot." While autobiographers may adopt fictionalgeneric models, such as tragedy, success story, the story of awakening, etc., autobiography itself forms a genre. As will be shown below, readers' different conceptions of the nature of autobiography (e.g., that it should be faithful to life or that it can fictionalize to a certain extent) directly bear on their interpretations of "factual" problems in this genre.
Mechanism 4: the perspectival principle, which enables readers "to explain a variety of incongruities-in matters of fact, action, logic, value, aesthetics-as symptoms of narrator/author discord." This kind of discord is what the rhetorical approach focuses on. And the affinity with the rhetorical model can be clearly seen in the following comment by Yacobi: "Such a reading, insofar as it appeals to the teller's unreliability, presupposes a further hypothesis about the implied norms that not only govern fact, action, and so forth, but also determine the choice of this kind of teller." But for the cognitivist or constructivist approach as developed by her, the "perspectival principle" is only "one of five types of hypothesis or integration-. The "narrator/author discord" itself can concern various aspects, such as the existential or generic ones. But no matter what is involved, the perspectival principle always takes the reader's inference of the (implied) author's norms as the yardstick of narratorial (un)reliability, hence forming a contrast with the other principles (see the detailed discussion of the generic principle below). mechanism, whereby we readers account for textual incongruities" (Yacobi 2001: 224) . In other words, her constructivist approach is concerned with how readers deal with "textual incongruities" in general, while the rhetorical approach is only concerned with how the "authorial" reader deals with one kind of textual incongruity-"the narrator/author discord." As mentioned above, given the autobiographical norm of "direct telling," the (second self of ) the author is the narrator, so that the perspectival mechanism does not usually come into play in autobiographical interpretation.
Mechanism 5: the genetic mechanism, "which relegates fictive oddities and inconsistencies to the production of the text; above all, where unresolved otherwise, they are blamed on the (e.g., wavering, negligent, or ideologically fanatic) author." Indeed, even an author may at times be fallible. When the fictive oddities and inconsistencies are attributable to the slips or limitations of the author, the constructivist approach well accounts for it in terms of "the genetic mechanism." This mechanism, which is not often seen in the interpretation of fiction and even less often in the interpretive theory of fiction or literature, operates most frequently in the reading of autobiography. Generally speaking, when a reader of fiction discovers problems that suggest or invite a genetic resolution-which may produce unintended irony against the author as well as the narrator-he or she is reading in the position of what we call "a cognizant reader." This kind of reader, no matter whether in fiction or in autobiography, is often both unintended by and unwelcome to the author.
In interpreting autobiography, some other types of integration mechanism may be involved. Section 4 will foreground a type which may be designated comparative: the factual unreliability of the narration is judged there in relation to other works of the same genre, and the ideological unreliability is judged relative to other people's ideological behavior. We will find that this mechanism can be used to opposing effects due to variant yardsticks.
. If we restrict "unreliability" to its original meaning as proposed by Wayne Booth in 96, it only involves the narrator/author discord, with the implied author's norms as the yardstick. But over the past forty years or so, the term unreliability has gained a much wider sense in narrative studies, referring to misreporting, underreporting, misevaluating, underevaluating, etc., not only in terms of the authorial/textual norms, but also of readers' own norms and not only in fiction, but also in nonfictional narratives. As regards factual unreliability, the yardstick is often just fact itself (see Cohn's distinction above, Yacobi's existential principle, or "the epistemological and ontological premises" as discussed by Ansgar Nün-ning [999: 62] ). The present study adopts the wider or extended sense of "unreliability," which is more in keeping with present-day narrative studies. From this wider perspective, we can also see more clearly the respective characteristics of the rhetorical and constructivist approaches.
Intertextual Unreliability: Douglass's Autobiographies of 1845 and 1855
Having discussed autobiographical in relation to fictional unreliability, we now proceed to practical analysis. As mentioned above, if two fictional works by the same author differ in certain related story facts, readers will take the difference as one between two imagined realities. By contrast, in nonfictional or historiographic narratives such as autobiography, corresponding inconsistencies may be regarded as a sign of unreliability. Such intertextual unreliability is found in Frederick Douglass's first two autobiographies.
Douglass altogether wrote three autobiographies, which have aroused immense interest among critics. And many critics have noticed the discrepancies among, especially, the different "selves" Douglass posited in the three autobiographies (for instance, Andrews 1986: 214-39; Fichtelberg 1989: 116-61; Gates 1987: 98-124; Moses 1990; Sundquist 1990b: 4-17; Ring 1994; Chaney 2001) . In what follows, we will examine some inconsistencies between Douglass's first two autobiographies-Narrative of the Life of Frederick Douglass, an American Slave (hereafter shortened as Narrative of 1845) and the first part of My Bondage and My Freedom, entitled "Life as a Slave" (hereafter referred to as "Life as a Slave" of 1855). We will direct attention to some previously neglected passages and will try to make a more comprehensive and detailed analysis of some passages that have received critical attention. In some cases, we will also combine narratological with stylistic analysis or close reading to give a fuller account of the inconsistencies involved (see Shen 2005b and 2005c) . Analytic novelty, however, is not the major concern here, since the analysis primarily aims at illustrating what we call "intertextual unreliability." Based on the analysis, we will go on to examine and classify, as Yacobi (2005) successful escape from southern slavery, and it immediately caused a sensation in the North among abolitionists as well as sympathetic whites. Ten years later, Douglass published his second autobiography, My Bondage and My Freedom, which also was enthusiastically received both at home and abroad, enjoying a huge commercial success rivaling that of the Narrative (Blassingame 2003: xxxi) . But critics of the second autobiography "viewed it more as a conventional account of the life of an unusual man than as an antislavery document," and they therefore "showed far more concern with the literary qualities" of this later version (ibid.: xxxii). One review in the New York Daily Tribune (August 15, 1855), for instance, sees the 1855 autobiography as "one of the most striking illustrations of American Slavery which either fact or fiction has presented to the public . . . with an intense vividness scarcely surpassed by the most impressive descriptions of recent popular romance" (quoted in ibid.).
Since the 1845 and 1855 autobiographies cover the same period of time, namely, Douglass's life as a slave, they constitute an interesting intertextual relationship peculiar to autobiography. "Life as a Slave" of 1855 presents quite a different picture of that life. Some parts of the analysis below will approach these differences primarily in terms of temporal arrangement, a dimension that is somewhat neglected-or at least in need of a more systematic and comprehensive treatment than given to it-in previous analyses. Temporal arrangement involves the relationship between discourse time and the story time. In Narrative Discourse, Gérard Genette (1980 [1972] : 33-160) classifies temporal arrangement into three aspects: order, duration, and frequency. We will focus on duration, since this is the aspect where the two autobiographies display the most notable inequalities.
In terms of the four basic forms of narrative duration-pause, scene, summary, and ellipsis (ibid.: 94)-ellipsis deserves particular attention here, since it functions very differently in autobiography as against fiction. So we would like first to discuss this difference before making a specific comparison between the two autobiographies. In fiction, where the reader has no historical world from which to infer what has been omitted by the narrator, the only clues left, if any at all, are such indicative phrases like "ten years had passed" or "two months later" in the text. In autobiography, however, the case is quite different. In relation to reality, ellipsis in autobiography may be divided into two basic types at least: "textual" and "extratextual." By "textual ellipsis" we mean the kind of ellipsis that is identifiable within the confines of an autobiographical discourse as well as within fiction. But "extratextual ellipsis" can only be discerned through a comparison of the textual world with the extratextual reality. This comparison can be carried out only in "nonfictional" narratives-such as his-tory, (auto)biography, news reports, everyday accounts-and only by the cognizant reader. Further, in "nonfictional" narratives there may occur a third, "intertextual," kind of ellipsis, which is identified in relation to another text covering the same events or experiences within the extratextual domain and which likewise will only be discerned by the cognizant reader. The present initial attempt at classifying the three different types of ellipsis in nonfictional narratives may help to draw more critical attention to such phenomena and to pave the way for more systematic analysis in the future. The following section will be largely devoted to "extratextual ellipsis," while the present one will focus on "intertextual ellipsis" and other aspects of intertextual relation.
Compared with "Life as a Slave" of 1855, Narrative of 1845 covers the same period of Douglas's life (as noted by, for instance, Andrews 1986; Fichtelberg 1989 ) but strikingly leaves out many things and hence often displays what we call "intertextual ellipses." Interestingly, if we view the matter from the position of the later autobiography as compared with the earlier, the same differences may be regarded as "intertextual additions." Primarily due to intertextual ellipses or additions, there are two places where the textual length of the same story varies most glaringly: the first concerns Douglass's childhood; the second, his years spent with the reputed "slave-breaker" Edward Covey. Look at the following excerpt about Douglass's childhood, taken from the first autobiography (1994 [1845] : 15-16):
I was born in Tuckahoe, near Hillsborough, and about twelve miles from Easton, in Talbot county, Maryland. I have no accurate knowledge of my age, never having seen any authentic record containing it. By far the larger part of the slaves know as little of their ages as horses know of theirs. . . . A want of information concerning my own was a source of unhappiness to me even during childhood. The white children could tell their ages. I could not tell why I ought to be deprived of the same privilege. . . .
My mother was named Harriet Bailey. She was the daughter of Isaac and Betsey Bailey, both colored, and quite dark. My mother was of a darker complexion than either my grandmother or grandfather. . . .
My mother and I were separated when I was but an infant-before I knew her as my mother. It is a common custom, in the part of Maryland from which I ran away, to part children from their mothers at a very early age. Frequently, before the child has reached its twelfth month, its mother is taken from it, and hired out on some farm a considerable distance off, and the child is placed under the care of an old woman, too old for field labor. . . . I never saw my mother, to know her as such, more than four or five times in my life; and each of these times was very short in duration, and at night. . . .
Very little communication ever took place between us.
Death soon ended what little we could have while she lived, and with it her hardships and suffering. She died when I was about seven years old, on one of my master's farms, near Lee's Mill. I was not allowed to be present during her illness, at her death, or burial. She was gone long before I knew any thing about it. Never having enjoyed, to any considerable extent, her soothing presence, her tender and watchful care, I received the tidings of her death with much the same emotions I should have probably felt at the death of a stranger. (Emphases added) Thus begins Narrative of 1845, where "Douglass" focuses on his being deprived of various things, including childhood happiness, that are available to white children. "I" is apparently anything but a normal human being (and this forms a point of contact with several passages in the 1855 version-to be examined below). The 1845 version of this period runs only to four paragraphs on two pages, while ten years later, in "Life as a Slave," the same period, with the inclusion of various intertextual additions, is depicted on nineteen pages within three chapters.0 These additions function primarily to present a much happier childhood and mainly take the form of descriptive pause and commentary.
Descriptive pause is a narrative movement "where some section of narrative discourse corresponds to a nonexistent diegetic duration" (Genette 1980 (Genette [1972 : 93-94) and usually takes the form of the narrator's rendering of setting or character's appearance. Descriptive pause as intertextual addition occupies a large part of the narration of childhood in the second autobiography. For example, at the very beginning of the narrative, there is a detailed description of Douglass's poor and barren hometown, including the folktale associated with the name of the town. Here the detailed description of Douglass's birthplace as an addition relative to Narrative of 1845 has at least two effects. On the one hand, it helps present a solid hometown background of "I"; on the other hand, the depiction of the barrenness and poverty of the birthplace not only reveals the miserable living conditions of the slaves, it also serves as a foil to the happy and 8. All subsequent references to Douglass's autobiographies are to the 99 edition and are cited parenthetically in the text. 9. We put "Douglass" in quotation marks to make it clear that the reference is to the writing author/narrator, the second self of the flesh-and-blood Douglass. 20. The three are chapter , "The Author's Childhood," chapter 2, "The Author Removed from His First Home," and chapter 3, "The Author's Parentage." Although the title of the autobiography is My Bondage and My Freedom, the chapter titles refer to the third-person "author" instead. This seems to be a deliberate attempt to distinguish the autobiography from fictional autodiegetic narration so as to stress its "factual" nature (cf. Stanzel 986: 37-). carefree family life that "I" enjoys with his grandparents, especially his grandmother. This happy family life is absent from the 1845 version and therefore forms a case of intertextual addition. Part of it goes as follows:
The dwelling of my grandmother and grandfather had few pretensions. . . . To my child's eye, however, it was a noble structure, admirably adapted to promote the comforts and conveniences of its inmates. . . . To me, this ladder was really a high invention, and possessed a sort of charm as I played with delight upon the rounds of it. . . . Living here, with my dear old grandmother and grandfather, it was a long time before I knew myself to be a slave. . . . MY HOME-the only home I ever had; and I loved it, and all connected with it. . . . Where else in the world could such a well be found, and where could such another home be met with? Nor were these all the attractions of the place. In depicting the same childhood passed within the extratextual world, the 1845 version focuses on "I" 's deprivation and unhappiness, while such intertextual additions in the 1855 version put emphasis instead on "I" 's "comforts and conveniences" ("attractions," "charm," "delight," "admirable," "greatest," "loved it"). Toward the end of the above passage, free indirect discourse is used in presenting the rhetorical questions: it not only gives a sense of immediacy but also invites readers to share the appreciation of "MY HOME." Even such intertextual additions or, conversely, intertextual ellipses show that the two autobiographies present two different pictures of Douglass's childhood. But of course, the differences are discernible only to the cognizant reader.
The reasons underlying the inconsistencies between the two autobiographies are not hard to find. At the time Douglass wrote the second autobiography, he was living in the North and had "acquired a reputation as one of the nation's foremost public speakers" (Fichtelberg 1989: 17; see also Andrews 1986: 216-18; Blassingame 2003: xiii-xiv; Stauffer 2003: xxiii) . And one of his aims seemed to be to win more approval, support, and popularity among "his predominantly white audience" (Fichtelberg 1989: 17) or white readers. Indeed, by 1853, "he proclaimed himself a represen-2. In discussing Douglass's revision of his origins in the later autobiography, historians and critics have paid much attention to what Douglass writes about his mother and his father, though not necessarily in relation to the issue of unreliability (for a summary, see Gates 987: 3-2). To avoid repetition, we shift the focus to some other revisions, which have been more or less neglected, with an emphasis on the narratological and stylistic details. 22. When discussing the changed spirit in which Douglass wrote the 8 version, Andrews (986: 26-7) focuses on how Douglass tried to influence "the northern black community" or "all blacks." However, in some passages, like the two (especially the second) quoted below, Douglass also seemed to be concerned with enhancing the image of himself and the black race in the eyes of white readers, to the point of blurring the color line. Indeed, in the 8 version, "Douglass hoped to confer upon his persona and his readers-especially his white tative American" and purposefully transformed "a sectarian tract [of the 1845 autobiography] into what he hoped would be exemplary autobiography" in the American nation (ibid.: 135). Accordingly, in contrast to the 1845 version, where "I" is but either an eyewitness of the dehumanization of slavery or a mere victim of it, the narrator in the 1855 version is also very much concerned with the building up of his own image or "public self " (Gates 1987: 103):
It was in this dull, flat, and unthrifty district, or neighborhood . . . that I-without any fault of mine-was born, and spent the first years of my childhood. . . . my grandmother, especially, was held in high esteem, far higher than is the lot of most colored persons in the slave states. She was a good nurse, and a capital hand at making nets for catching shad and herring. . . . This high reputation was full of advantage to her, and to the children around her. . . . Most of the children, however, in this instance, being the children of my grandmother's daughters, the notions of family, and the reciprocal duties and benefits of the relation, had a better chance of being understood than where children are placed-as they often are-in the hands of strangers. . . . Grandmother and grandfather were the greatest people in the world to me. (140-42; emphases added) Narratorial commentary in the shape of intertextual addition figures prominently in this passage, including the self-justifying "without any fault of mine," the emphatically glorifying "in high esteem, far higher than . . ." and the superlative "the greatest people in the world to me." In the earlier autobiography, "I" is presented, as quoted above, on a par with other slave children "placed under the care of an old woman," and the grandparents are flatly depicted as "both colored, and quite dark," indistinguishable from other "colored persons in the slave states." But in this later version, the grandmother is presented, with many concrete details, as an extraordinarily talented and highly respectable figure who has exerted a very good influence on "I" 's upbringing. Similarly, while the earlier version presents the mother as an ordinary and powerless slave, in the later version the mother appears as a distinguished figure, "remarkably sedate in her manners" (152), "the only one of all the slaves and colored people in Tuckahoe who enjoyed that advantage" of being able to read (155). She is also depicted, in an added long scene, as a very loving and courageous woman, with power to protect the child "I" (153-55).
For a "cognizant" reader, even without access to extratextual reality, readers-a new life, which would link them together and dissolve social barriers" (Stauffer 2003: xxvii) 23. The term "sectarian" here seems to refer specifically to racial divisions. 2. In contrast with the "cognizant" reading position, James Smith's introduction to the the intertextual discrepancies may immediately arouse suspicion of narratorial unreliability-at least one of the two narrators has not given a factual or adequate account. If the later version is more in keeping with reality, then the earlier version with its "intertextual ellipses" is marked by underreporting, if not misreporting, which results in a very different picture of the childhood and family background of "I." But if the earlier version comes closer to reality, then the later narrative, with its "intertextual additions," may be seen as characterized by a purposeful transformation of facts in order to render "I" more agreeable and more respectable to a white audience. Moreover, in the 1845 version, as quoted above, slave children are depicted only in contrast with white children (e.g., "I" as a slave child felt unhappy for being deprived of any "accurate knowledge of my age" or slave children deprived of their mothers' love and care). But the 1855 version puts emphasis on the similarity between the two sets of children: This narratorial commentary presents another case of intertextual addition. A cognizant reader who has access to both versions may immediately doubt the narrator's reliability, since this picture of a happy childhood as detached from racial identity forms a striking contrast with the earlier picture of "I" 's unhappy childhood on the wrong side of the racial fence. In the later version, the stress on the similarity between the two groups of children, as well as on God's sense of equality and mercy, may help shorten the distance between the black author and his white audience, winning from the latter greater sympathy and a stronger reaction against the "heartless and ghastly form of slavery" (155). . This reading position may be attributable to the fact that Smith was "a friend [of Douglass] and prominent black activist," and he, instead of "any white abolitionists," was invited by Douglass to write the introduction (Sekora 99: 6; see also Stauffer 2003: xxii-xxiv) . However, as pointed out by Blassingame (2003: xxix) , Smith emphasized the "factual" nature of the 8 autobiography or Douglass's "uncommon memory" in order to "counter potential concern about the credibility of the account."
Needless to say, Douglass's 1845 and 1855 autobiographies, like many other slave narratives, such as Richard Wright's Black Boy (1945) , share two major purposes: the revelation of the dehumanizing nature of slavery and the call on slaves to fight against it. But the later version, produced by a now successful orator, is marked by a strong concern with general relevance as well as rhetorical effectiveness. As will be exemplified below, various specific incidents in the 1845 version are made to appear in the 1855 version as illustrative cases of general relevance and symbolic significance, a point that has hardly attracted critical attention. These changes also involve variations in temporal management, especially in duration. For instance, a very short summary in the 1845 version becomes an extended scene in the 1855 one:
Mr. Severe was rightly named: he was a cruel man. I have seen him whip a woman, causing the blood to run half an hour at the time; and this, too, in the midst of her crying children, pleading for their mother's release. He seemed to take pleasure in manifesting his fiendish barbarity. (22) One of the first which I saw, and which greatly agitated me, was the whipping of a woman belonging to Col. Lloyd, named Nelly. The offense alleged against Nelly, was one of the commonest and most indefinite in the whole catalogue of offenses usually laid to the charge of slaves, viz: "impudence." This may mean almost anything, or nothing at all, just according to the caprice of the master or overseer, at the moment. . . . My attention was called to the scene, by the noise, curses and screams that proceeded from it; and, on going a little in that direction, I came upon the parties engaged in the skirmish. Mr. Sevier, the overseer, had hold of Nelly, when I caught sight of them; he was endeavoring to drag her toward a tree, which endeavor Nelly was sternly resisting; but to no purpose, except to retard the progress of the overseer's plans. . . . There were numerous bloody marks on Mr. Sevier's face, when I first saw him, and they increased as the struggle went on. The imprints of Nelly's fingers were visible, and I was glad to see them. Amid the wild screams of the children-"Let my mammy go"-"let my mammy go"-there escaped, from between the teeth of the bullet-headed overseer, a few bitter curses, mingled with threats, that "he would teach the d-d b-h how to give a white man impudence." . . . Maddened by her resistance, I expected to see Mr. Sevier level her to the ground by a stunning blow; but no; like a savage bull-dog-which he resembled both in temper and appearance-he maintained his grip, and steadily dragged his victim toward the tree, disregarding alike her blows, and the cries of the children for their mother's release. . . . I watched, with palpitating interest, the course of the preliminary struggle, and was saddened by every new advantage gained over her by the ruffian. There were times when she seemed likely to get the better of the brute, but he finally overpowered her, and succeeded in getting his rope around her arms. . . . This done, and Nelly was at the mercy of his merciless lash; and now, what followed, I have no heart to describe. The cowardly creature made good his every threat; and wielded the lash with all the hot zest of furious revenge. The cries of the woman, while undergoing the terrible infliction, were mingled with those of the children, sounds which I hope the reader may never be called upon to hear. . . . She was whipped-severely whipped; but she was not subdued, for she continued to denounce the overseer, and to call him every vile name. He had bruised her flesh, but had left her invincible spirit undaunted. Such floggings are seldom repeated by the same overseer. They prefer to whip those who are most easily whipped. The old doctrine that submission is the best cure for outrage and wrong, does not hold good on the slave plantation. He is whipped oftenest, who is whipped easiest; and that slave who has the courage to stand up for himself against the overseer, although he may have many hard stripes at the first, becomes, in the end, a freeman, even though he sustain the formal relation of a slave. (180-82; boldface added) Douglass's repeated depiction of slaveholders' whipping of women slaves has been commented on by some critics. William Andrews (1986: 134) , for instance, draws attention to Douglass's "deliberately stylized, plainly rhetorical, recognizably artificial ways" of depiction, and argues that Douglass as "a freeman requires the freedom to demonstrate the potency of his own inventiveness and the sheer potentiality of language itself for rhetorical manipulation." By contrast, Deborah E. McDowell (1991: 203) , shifting from the rhetorical angle to the black woman's body, argues that "Douglass's repetition of the sexualized scene of whipping projects him into a voyeuristic relation to the violence against slave women, which he watches, and thus he enters into a symbolic complicity with the sexual crime he witnesses" (cf. Slote 1996: 30-31) .
As distinct from these critics, we will approach Douglass's depiction of whipping in terms of intertextual revisions associated with the issue of narratorial unreliability. From this viewpoint, the earlier and the later versions, as juxtaposed above, share another relation. Apart from the notable difference in temporal duration (a long scene replaces a short summary), a cognizant reader may immediately notice other striking differences in the later detailed scenic presentation: First, while the 1845 version never indicates the woman slave's resistance (nor is it inferable from the context), the 1855 version depicts her as a dauntless and unyielding fighter. Second, while the overseer in the 1845 version enjoys the "pleasure" of beating a docile victim, he is made to appear in the 1855 version to suffer a lot at the hands of a brave and invincible rebel. Consequently, his whipping the slave is no longer an act he can "take pleasure in" but a matter of "furious revenge." Third, in the 1845 version, the flogging is only depicted as an individual event, carried out by an exceptionally cruel overseer, who is in all probability typologically named by the narrator as "Mr. Severe." In the 1855 version, however, the same event is made to serve as an illustration of the general unreasonableness and cruelty of white masters or overseers (as indicated by such intertextual additions as "the commonest," "usually laid to the charge of slaves," etc.). And the act is now carried out by an ordinary overseer "Mr. Sevier" (rather than one of the "severe" kindnotice that "the master or overseer" in the above quote refers to the whole class rather than only to the "severe" type of that class), hence taking on more general relevance. Fourth, similarly, the woman slave, a mere victim in the 1845 version, is made in the 1855 version to represent brave slave rebels in general: "that [kind of ] slave who has the courage to stand up for himself against the overseer . . . becomes, in the end, a freeman." Fifth, although the narratorial comment as conveyed by the last few lines of the above quote is anticipated by the climax of Douglass's fight with Covey in the earlier 1845 version (64-65), it is absent from the earlier depiction of the "Nelly versus Mr. Severe" episode, and it therefore functions here as an intertextual addition. In terms of the sequence of events, this "Nelly versus Mr. Sevier (Severe)" episode precedes the "Douglass versus Covey" episode. Apparently, the "Douglass" writing the 1855 version found this narratorial comment of particular importance, so he inserted it into the re-depiction of the "Nelly versus Mr. Sevier" episode, making it echo and reinforce a similar narratorial comment appearing in the "Douglass versus Covey" episode. In the 1855 version, following the presentation of the fighting scene, there comes another intertextual addition in the form of the narrator's explicit call on slaves to stand up to the white oppressors. We have good reason to suspect that the 1855 "Douglass" deliberately transformed the nature of the event in order to present a stronger, more symbolic, and more effective call on slaves to fight against slavery. Significantly, the fleshand-blood Douglass in real life "more openly endorsed violent resistance to slavery by the 1850s" (Sundquist 1990b: 15) .
Moreover, "I" 's fight against Covey is presented in quite different ways. The 1845 version goes:
2. Although Douglass's physical struggle with Covey has been "much discussed by critics" (Ring 99: 20) , we have chosen it as an example because of its typicality (and we will analyze it in our own detailed way). Some critics have approached Douglass's revision of this episode from very different angles. Granville Ganter (2003) , for instance, focuses on the effect of humor. He accordingly sees the later version as making "even more explicit" the comic elements in the fight and so as more similar to than different from the first version.
Long before daylight, I was called to go and rub, curry, and feed, the horses. I obeyed, and was glad to obey. But whilst thus engaged, whilst in the act of throwing down some blades from the loft, Mr. Covey entered the stable with a long rope; and just as I was half out of the loft, he caught hold of my legs, was about tying me. As soon as I found what he was up to, I gave a sudden spring, and as I did so, he holding to my legs, I was brought sprawling on the stable floor. Mr. Covey seemed now to think he had me, and could do what he pleased; but at this moment-from whence came the spirit I don't know-I resolved to fight; and, suiting my action to the resolution, I seized Covey hard by the throat; and as I did so, I rose. He held on to me, and I to him. My resistance was so entirely unexpected, that Covey seemed taken all aback. He trembled like a leaf. This gave me assurance, and I held him uneasy, causing the blood to run where I touched him with the ends of my fingers. (63-64; boldface added) Compare the same event in "Life as a Slave" of 1855:
Long before daylight, I was called up to go and feed, rub, and curry the horses. I obeyed the call, and would have so obeyed it, had it been made at an earlier hour, for I had brought my mind to a firm resolve, during that Sunday's reflection, viz: to obey every order, however unreasonable, if it were possible, and, if Mr. Covey should then undertake to beat me, to defend and protect myself to the best of my ability. . . . Whilst I was obeying his order to feed and get the horses ready for the field, and when in the act of going up the stable loft for the purpose of throwing down some blades, Covey sneaked into the stable, in his peculiar snake-like way, and seizing me suddenly by the leg, he brought me to the stable floor, giving my newly mended body a fearful jar. I now forgot my roots, and remembered my pledge to stand up in my own defense. The brute was endeavoring skillfully to get a slip-knot on my legs, before I could draw up my feet. As soon as I found what he was up to, I gave a sudden spring (my two day's rest had been of much service to me,) and by that means, no doubt, he was able to bring me to the floor so heavily. He was defeated in his plan of tying me. . . . The fighting madness had come upon me, and I found my strong fingers firmly attached to the throat of my cowardly tormentor; as heedless of consequences, at the moment, as though we stood as equals before the law. The very color of the man was forgotten. I felt as supple as a cat, and was ready for the snakish creature at every turn. (282-83; boldface added) Although the two versions, both in the mode of "scene," do not much vary in narrative "duration," they do display notable differences in stylistic details. These result in another pair of different pictures of the same event and hence again invite the cognizant reader to question the narrator's reliability, especially in the 1855 version. While in the 1845 version "Mr. Covey entered the stable," in the 1855 version he "sneaked into the stable, in his peculiar snake-like way." Indeed, the earlier version's otherwise respectable "Mr. Covey" becomes in the later a "brute," a "snakish creature," and a "cowardly tormentor." While the opponent is metaphorically transformed into a despicable creature, the second "I" is made to appear as a much more courageous, determined, and capable fighter. Instead of an "I" who is little prepared and at first feels uncertain about fighting Covey, the later version brings out an "I" who is fully prepared psychologically and in complete control of the fighting situation. "My strong fingers" are now "firmly attached" to the throat of the evil and cowardly Covey. This shift to dominance and full preparedness in the 1855 narrative is most probably motivated by the image building of the now successful Douglass as well as by his desire to call on slaves to "stand up in [their] own defense" in a more forceful and effective way. Significantly, the added assertion "as though we stood as equals before the law. The very color of the man was forgotten," as Gregory Jay (1990: 239) observes, "plays to the humanism of white abolitionism and comforts the audience as it erases the different color of the speaker before them, who is thus uprooted from blackness."
Following the above quoted passage, both the 1845 and the 1855 versions narrate the process and result of Covey's calling for help. His cousin Hughes responds to the call but is defeated by "I." Then Covey turns for help to Bill, a hired hand, and here is how the two versions present Bill's reaction:
Bill wanted to know what he could do. Covey said, "Take hold of him, take hold of him!" Bill said his master hired him out to work, and not to help to whip me; so he left Covey and myself to fight our own battle out. We were at it for nearly two hours. Covey at length let me go. (64-65; boldface added) By this time, Bill, the hired man, came home. . . . Holding me, Covey called upon Bill for assistance. The scene here, had something comic about it. "Bill," who knew precisely what Covey wished him to do, affected ignorance, and pretended he did not know what to do. "What shall I do, Mr. Covey," said Bill. "Take hold of him-take hold of him!" said Covey. With a toss of his head, peculiar to Bill, he said, "indeed, Mr. Covey I want to go to work." "This is your work," said Covey; "take hold of him." Bill replied, with spirit, "My master hired me here, to work, and not to help you whip Frederick." It was now my turn to speak. "Bill," said I, "don't put your hands on me." To which he replied, "My GOD! Frederick, I ain't goin' to tech ye," and Bill walked off, leaving Covey and myself to settle our matters as best we might. But, my present advantage was threatened when I saw Caroline (the slave-woman of Covey) coming to the cow yard to milk, for she was a powerful woman, and could have mastered me very easily, exhausted as I now was. As soon as she came into the yard, Covey attempted to rally her to his aid. Strangely-and, I may add, fortunately-Caroline was in no humor to take a hand in any such sport. We were all in open rebellion, that morning. Caroline answered the command of her master to "take hold of me," precisely as Bill had answered, but in her, it was at greater peril so to answer; she was the slave of Covey, and he could do what he pleased with her. It was not so with Bill, and Bill knew it. Samuel Harris, to whom Bill belonged, did not allow his slaves to be beaten, unless they were guilty of some crime which the law would punish. But, poor Caroline, like myself, was at the mercy of the merciless Covey; nor did she escape the dire effects of her refusal. He gave her several sharp blows. (284-85; boldface added) In both versions, Bill refuses to help Covey, but a cognizant reader will perceive that, in the 1855 version, the refusal is much more deliberate and courageous. The somewhat simple-minded and passive Bill of the earlier version now becomes an intelligent and active person who intentionally fools Covey, the slave breaker. Interestingly, this change involves a "transgression" of the dominant mode of focalization (see Shen 2001b) , since the first-person narrator in the 1855 version assumes omniscience and presents the mental or psychological activity of another character, Bill ("who knew precisely what Covey wished him to do, affected ignorance, and pretended he did not know what to do"). One may argue that Douglass could have got to know Bill's inner activity from Bill himself, but in that case, the "Douglass" writing the 1845 version should already have obtained the information. It is true that the 1845 version also narrates that "Bill wanted to know what he could do," but judging from what immediately follows ("Covey said, 'Take hold of him, take hold of him!' "), the verb "wanted" only refers to Bill's spoken question to Covey; it does not penetrate Bill's mind. In the 1855 version, "I" 's direct presentation of Bill's psychological activity goes beyond real-life limitations and results in a picture of Bill that is quite different from the one offered earlier, thus inclining the cognizant reader to cast doubt upon its reliability.
Much more notable is the 1855 addition of the slave woman Caroline's refusal to help Covey. In the 1845 account, there is no trace of her participation in this event, and a cognizant reader has good reason to suspect that the 1855 narrator has purposefully "created" or "inserted" this figure. While Bill does not belong to Covey and therefore is not at his disposal, the case is very different with the addition of Caroline, who is both a woman and a slave of Covey's and who risks her life in disobeying the master. Although the actions of both Bill and Caroline, however evasive and subversive, would count as short of rebellion, the added narratorial generalization "We were all in open rebellion, that morning" appropriates them and puts them on a par with "I" 's own rebellious action. In this way, the 1855 narrator transforms the individual fighting in the earlier autobiography into a communal action (involving different sexes and different kinds of participants). A reader cognizant of this and other changes may question the reliability of the 1855 narrator, who presents a skewed version of the events that fits his current goals and opinions.
The above examples suffice to show that, at least for the "cognizant" kind of reader, Douglass's two narrators (or the two writing "Douglasses") offer two different pictures of the same personal experiences. We have seen that the second autobiography presents Douglass and his family in a much more agreeable and admirable light, especially in the eyes of white readers. Moreover, the slaves become courageous, determined, and successful "rebels" against slavery rather than being mere victims of it. Correspondingly, the white slaveholders, who look more or less respectable and capable (though very cruel) in the 1845 version, reappear as "ruffian," "brute," "snakish creature," "cowardly creature," "cowardly tormentor," etc. Through such autobiographical revisions, notably involving changes in duration, the 1855 narrative gains in appeal to white abolitionist/sympathetic readers and becomes more effective in arousing slaves to resistance.
In his final autobiography, Life and Times of Frederick Douglass, Written by Himself (1994 [1893] : 938), "Douglass" says in great earnestness: "I write freely of myself, not from choice, but because I have, by my cause, been morally forced into thus writing." This remark suggests that Douglass was compelled to transform his earlier life by the demands of the political or ideological situations in which he operated. Indeed, "Douglass, as he aged, increasingly subordinated a conception of self in his autobiographies to an embodiment of an ideology and a social ideal" (Gates 1987: 104) .
Although such autobiographical revisions often form "distortions" of reality, and can therefore be regarded as unreliable if reality itself is taken as the yardstick, different readers with different integration mechanisms may interpret those changes in divergent ways. For those readers who take the existential principle to be of most importance and insist that autobiographies should be true to life, the autobiographical revisions that give a skewed picture of the events may be seen as unforgivable failings. From this perspective, some readers have felt unhappy about Douglass's "taking the discourse of the slave narrator away from the reportorial, objective, fact-oriented mode" (Andrews 1986: 110) , and such readers tend to be critical of "the success-story pattern found in Douglass's autobiographical 26. argues that Douglass's "ability to manufacture a public personality was [his] bread and butter" and his autobiographical revision was "a creation of self for economic, as well as for moral and ideological, ends." revisions" (Dorsey 1996: 435) . Cherishing the existential principle, some readers have shown a preference for Douglass's Narrative of 1845 over his "Life as a Slave" of 1855, because the former is regarded as less "fraudulent" and as "the closest to" the experience of slavery (Sundquist 1990b: 4) . Also based on the existential mechanism, members of the household of Douglass's master challenged the former slave's account of his Maryland years in the 1855 autobiography. The master's great-granddaughter "noted passages that she felt were untrue or that contradicted plantation records in her possession," and she labeled some of Douglass's statements "simply as 'an exaggeration' or 'unlikely' " (Blassingame 2003: xl) .
By contrast, for those readers who value most the functional mechanism and see Douglass's autobiographies more or less as political or ideological tools, Douglass's autobiographical revisions are justifiable and desirable. While some earlier critics showed preference for the 1845 Narrative's "relatively lean and unostentatious style" (Dorsey 1996: 435) , some more recent critics see Douglass's voice "emerging more clearly and more forcefully" in the 1855 volume (ibid.) and highly appreciate Douglass's struggling "increasingly to escape [the] confines" of "the slave narrator formula" (Moses 1990 : 67)-a struggle that results in a "politically and intellectually more compelling" autobiography (Stauffer 2003: xxi) . To these readers who give priority to the functional over the existential, it is right and proper for Douglass to "skillfully engineer" his self-presentation "to produce desired effects on certain sets of white liberals" (Moses 1990: 68) , or to turn the autobiographical writing into a "performance" so as to "fulfill the ideals of the Declaration of Independence" (Stauffer 2003: xxiii) , or to "transfigure" various details of his life "into part of his own counterattack against slavery" (Sundquist 1990b: 7) , or to change from the paternalism and individualism of Douglass himself in the 1845 autobiography to the affirmation of black heritage and community in the 1855 version (Andrews 1986 : 214-39, Jay 1990 . Likewise applying a functional reading hypothesis, Fichtelberg (1989: 136) offers the following justification for Douglass's revision of his life in the 1855 autobiography: "No longer simply a slave narrator, he felt a wider responsibility, to address a literary culture in a language it would understand. Consequently, he would shape this autobiography to his readers' tastes; only thus could he compel America to acknowledge its moral duty to the slave." Indeed, functionally speaking, it is only desirable for Douglass "to use both his life and 27. In another approach to Douglass's autobiographical revisions, Michael Chaney (200: 393) investigates how antebellum America's developing discourses of racism "affected not only Douglass's concept of himself but also his conception of race in general." those who figured in it as 'weapons' in his fight for freedom and equality" (Sundquist 1990b: 6) .
Moreover, some critics have employed the "generic" mechanism and traced Douglass's autobiographical revisions to literary-generic factors. In John Blassingame's (2003: xiv) view, "An examination of Douglass's readings about autobiographies between 1847 and 1854 is crucial to understanding why his second autobiography differed so dramatically from his first." On the other hand, some critics have pointed out that Douglass was also under the strong influence of the sentimental novel or of Harriet Beecher Stowe's Uncle Tom's Cabin (Fichtelberg 1989: 137-38; Sundquist 1990b: 7; Ring 1994: 127-28) . From this angle, the "semantic intervention" of Douglass among other black writers is somewhat "symptomatic of the development of a distinct black literary tradition" (Ring 1994: 122) .
The notable differences in reading hypotheses naturally lead to critical debates. Donald Gibson (1992: 595-96) , for instance, takes issue with critics like Peter Walker (1978) and David Leverenz (1987) for seeing "a conscious construction on Douglass's part of an inauthentic self, a fictionalized version of actuality." According to Gibson (1992: 595) , these critics "either ignore or belittle Douglass's political purposes in writing his autobiography in a manner appropriately in tune with his ends." Apparently, the difference between the two parties may well be seen as a difference between the existential and the functional integration mechanisms.
Significantly, even the same type of mechanism is subject to variation. This is particularly so in the case of the generic principle-how one views autobiography as a discourse (or narrative) type. According to Blassingame (2003: xxvii-xliii) , nineteenth-century reviewers had a more dynamic view of the genre of autobiography than twentieth-century critics. For instance, the nineteenth-century M. K. Blasing observed that "autobiography is not a static meditation on the self," and James Olney favorably commented on Douglass's drawing on "a creative memory that shapes and reshapes the historical past in the image of the present, making that past as necessary to this present as this present is the inevitable outcome of that past" (quoted in ibid.: xxvii-xxviii). With such a dynamic view of autobiography as a genre, those critics readily embraced Douglass's autobiographical revisions. In contrast, "viewing autobiography in static terms, many [twentieth-century critics] treated Bondage and Freedom as a propagandistic and didactic gloss on Douglass's 'real' self-portrait, the Narrative" (ibid.: xlii). Similarly, those readers who hold that autobiography should be as faithful to life as possible will give the transformations a different interpretation from those readers who believe that fictionalization is unavoidable in any genre and autobiography can fictionalize to a certain extent.
Extratextual Unreliability: A Recent Chinese Autobiography
Having explored autobiography's "intertextual unreliability" in the previous section, we now turn to the issue of extratextual (un)reliability as illustrated by Qiuyu Yu's autobiography Lend Me a Life, published by Beijing's Writers Press in 2004. Compared with our frequent and extensive references to Douglass's two autobiographies, in this section we will quote much less from Yu's text, for two reasons. The preceding section focused on intertextual differences, including verbal or stylistic ones, and only a detailed comparison between Douglass's two texts can bring out those differences clearly. By contrast, this section is concerned with the relation between one text and the extratextual reality in terms of some basic "facts," so that most of the points can be made without detailed reference to the text. Also, Douglass's autobiographies are in English, while Yu's text is in Chinese and thus inaccessible to most readers of Poetics Today (but there will follow some quotes from Yu's narrative in our English translation). As for our analytic purposes, this section continues the argument developed in the preceding one. It likewise aims to show, though in a different aspect, how autobiographical unreliability is both related to and different from fictional unreliability and to demonstrate the various integration mechanisms involved in interpreting autobiographical "extratextual (un)reliability."
Interestingly, Qiuyu Yu's autobiography has become highly controversial. The debates center on whether the autobiography has given a factual account of the author's behavior during China's Cultural Revolution (see Liu 1996; Wang 2005) and whether his attitude toward it is ideologically acceptable. Underlying the controversy is the great difference between the two sociohistorical contexts involved. During the Cultural Revolution , which was characterized by the ultra-"Left" trend of thought and which centered around class struggle, it was politically correct to criticize and repudiate the targeted people in an unreasonable and far-fetched way, raising various nonessential matters to the level of principle. Such ultra-Left criticisms played a significant role in the persecution of thousands of Chinese cadres and intellectuals, leading to torture, imprisonment, and death (especially suicide). But some intellectuals were chosen 28. In Chinese, the surname always precedes the first name, the reverse of the Western order. Nowadays, there is a tendency to preserve the Chinese name order in publications in Western languages, especially in the case of well-known Chinese persons. But in order to avoid confusion, the present essay has consistently used the Western name order. 29. Before the publication of the whole five-volume autobiography, the Chinese journal Harvest published its first two volumes, one of which is concerned with the period of the Cultural Revolution, the focus of contention.
by authorities of the time to be members of various "writing groups" that "wielded" the criticizing or persecuting pen. During the Cultural Revolution, to be chosen for such a role was regarded as a great honor and privilege. The year 1976 saw the end of the Cultural Revolution and the eradication of the ultra-Left trend of thought. In the present sociohistorical context, the Cultural Revolution is treated as a great catastrophe to the Chinese nation, and those intellectuals who were members of the "writing groups" are regarded as tainted, guilty of causing the sufferings of other people.
The controversy over Qiuyu Yu's autobiography specifically focuses on some related issues: whether he was a member of one of the then-glorious but now-notorious "writing groups," what role he played in the ultra-Left criticism, and whether he should repent of what he did during the Cultural Revolution. In the autobiography, Yu presented himself as uninvolved in any "writing group" and in any criticism during the Cultural Revolution, except for orally criticizing a textbook compiled by his department (Yu 2004: 106-76, 234-56) . According to Yu's narration, he only participated in a "textbook compiling group," some other members of the group "wrote short stories about Xun Lu [a famous modern revolutionary Chinese writer] for Children's Publishing House," and Yu himself was assigned a "very simple" task of writing a stretch of "Xun Lu's biography" (ibid.: 235). Yu goes on to narrate that he also tried to fulfill another task: writing a short biography of Shi Hu, an opponent of Xun Lu. But "after writing the beginning of the essay, [he] found the writing meaningless and didn't want to go on. In short, [he] only wrote that somewhat story-like shallow essay in this joint textbook compiling group" (ibid.: 235-36). This narration has been criticized by many readers as "misreporting" and "underreporting" (see, for instance, Zhang 2004; also see note 31). Yu is said to have first participated in a division of one of the most notorious "writing groups" and later to have become a member of the "writing group" itself, playing a role of varying importance in the ultra-Left criticism. It should be noted that, although at present Yu is a very prominent literary figure, at that time he was a youth having just graduated from college, and the claim that he played a key role in the "writing group" and in the ultra-Left criticism is surely ill-grounded (see Yilong Gao's words, quoted in Zhang 2004). But various sources seem to confirm that Yu indeed joined the "writing group" and that he wrote or participated in writing some articles in the service of the ultra-Left. It goes beyond the scope of the present essay to ascertain to what degree the narration of Yu's autobiography is reliable or unreliable. Rather, we choose to discuss this case because the controversy involved highlights the characteristics of "extratextual (un)reliability" in autobiography versus fiction.
While a fictional writer can choose what kind of reality to create, an autobiographer is faced with the task of representing his or her own past life. As ideological and moral standards vary from one sociohistorical context to another, it can be very embarrassing to represent faithfully earlier behavior which in the present context is regarded as unacceptable but may have been fully acceptable or even applaudable at the time. This is foregrounded in the debates over Yu's autobiography. On a more personal level, the earlier life may have been marred by certain misdeeds that derive from failings and are equally, if not more, embarrassing to represent. The case is complicated by the fact that autobiographers are often celebrities. Their desire to maintain the good public image or avert the threat of social disapproval (especially in a "shame culture") may lead to various kinds of subjective suppression and transformation of past experiences in an autobiography. These are more or less self-explanatory points and hardly need to be illustrated. As for the debates over Yu's autobiography, they call for the application of Yacobi's theory of integration mechanisms to probe into the reasons underlying the controversy.
As in the case of Tolstoy's Kreutzer Sonata, brilliantly analyzed by Yacobi (2005) , the fact that different readers employ different integration mechanisms may lead to divergent responses to the same narration. On July 28, 2004, the Southern Metropolis newspaper carried an article reporting some views sympathetic to or defensive about Yu,0 including that of Yongxin Cheng, an associate editor of the journal Harvest, which took the lead in publishing the Cultural Revolution part of Yu's autobiography. Cheng sees Yu's narration in the following ways: First, in regard to the charge of "factual" unreliability, his defensive view is that memory is unreliable and absolute objectivity is only an ideal. Previous autobiographies, including Bill Clinton's My Life, are not wholly true to life, and the covering up of certain things is unavoidable. Second, in regard to the charge of "ideological" unreliability, Cheng takes it to be unfair to ask Yu to shoulder the historical responsibility since he was at most only a rank-and-file figure in the ultra-Left movement. Given the fact that "many important figures" in this movement have not repented, the demand becomes even less reasonable. Here we can see the functioning of two representative mechanisms: the generic mechanism: how one views the degree of "factualness" of autobiography as a genre affects one's response to the autobiographer's unfaith- ful presentation of facts, hence bearing on the interpretation of "factual unreliability"; and the comparative mechanism: the factual (un)reliability of the narration is judged in relation to other works of the same genre, and its ideological (un)reliability is judged in relation to the ideological behavior of other comparable persons (the "important figures" in the ultra-Left movement). These two types of integration mechanism are also at work in the Southern Metropolis newspaper's "Editor's Comment" on the article in question. It argues that, compared with some biographies that are to a large extent based on the writers' imaginations, the autobiographies of celebrities have the advantage of providing personal experiences, especially the inner life, and that, even if a celebrity's autobiography tends to "beautify" the personal history, it is usually very valuable as a mode of recording history. More generally, the editor goes on to say that he has never entertained much expectation of "truth" in autobiographies, since it is doubtful that there exists any fully unaltered and reliable history of facts. Some readers also try to justify Yu's omissions or "underreporting" in terms of a "restarting principle": one should be allowed to forget about certain things in the past in order "to start a new life." By contrast, many readers hold that autobiography is a genre that should represent one's past experiences as faithfully and honestly as possible, and they therefore criticize Yu's autobiography for "misreporting" and "underreporting." Here we also see the functioning of the generic mechanism, but because of the difference in the conception of the genre itself, the integration mechanism goes in the opposite direction. Some readers reject the above comparative mechanism as applied to other people's ideological behavior and put emphasis on individual conscience and moral responsibility. According to those readers, it is the autobiographer's moral responsibility to repent of past wrong behavior, even though other people have not repented and even though the wrongdoing was a matter of historical circumstances (it was extremely difficult for individuals to resist the ultra-Left forces during the Cultural Revolution). In effect, the comparative mechanism is also adopted by readers on this side but used to the opposite effect: they compare Yu's autobiography with Jin Ba's A Record of Random Thoughts (1988; written during 1978-86) , in which the author, a famous Chinese novelist, took the initiative to repent of what he did during the Cultural Revolution. This book is widely praised for "telling the truth," and Ba is taken by the readers concerned as a yardstick for measuring narratorial unreliability-of both the factual and ideological kinds. Interestingly, in a controversial essay criticizing Yu for failing to repent, we find a different kind of comparative mechanism. The essay sees nonrepentance as a defect of Chinese intellectuals in general, and its criticism of Yu's ideological unreliability is not meant to target an individual but to reflect on traditional and present Chinese culture. Although the essay treats nonrepentance as a communal rather than an individual failing, its criticism of "Yu's nonrepentance" is by no means lenient, even going so far as to accuse Yu of "committing a grave sin against history." Underlying this obviously too severe criticism is the belief that "the attitude toward what happened is more important than what happened."
The controversy over the (un)reliability of Yu's autobiography points to the fact that autobiography is much more closely tied to present and future as well as to past reality than is fiction. Some of the readers criticizing Yu's narration are concerned with one issue: the "unreliable" representation of what happened during the Cultural Revolution may bear unfavorably on present-day young people's conception of that catastrophic period. But in defense of Yu, some other readers have expressed a different kind of worry: such severe criticisms may do harm to the talented writers concerned and result in a tendency to give priority to morality over literary expertise.
Conclusion
Although sharing many characteristics with narrative fiction, the genre of factual autobiography does have its own distinctive features, especially in terms of the relation to reality and the narrative's communicative situation. In discussing "factual" unreliability in an autobiography, attention is usually focused on whether the narrator/author's account is in keeping with the reality involved. Since there is only one reality, intertextual and extratextual, as well as intratextual, inconsistencies in "facts" usually form signs of "factual" unreliability, as shown by the above comparison of Douglass's two autobiographies and the discussion of Yu's autobiography. Similarly, regarding "ideological" unreliability in this genre, the yardstick is not the (implied) author but the ideology of interpretive communities or individual readers who do or do not endorse the autobiographer's perspective: an issue foregrounded in the responses to Yu's autobiography. But of course, as in the case of fiction, the appeal of different readers to different types of integration mechanisms bears on the responses to the same (intratextual, intertextual, and extratextual) problems. Significantly, in the interpretation of an autobiography as opposed to fiction, peculiar integration mechanisms may emerge, such as the comparative mechanism and the restarting mechanism that function in the responses to Yu's autobiography. Moreover, as also shown above, different readers with different yardsticks may use the same integration mechanism (especially the generic or the comparative) to opposite effects.
In a wider or more general scope, to gain a fuller picture of fictional unreliability, we need to pay more attention to the constructivist approach, since the rhetorical has thus far remained the dominant approach and the constructivist, which well accounts for the divergent interpretations or "the pragmatic effects" of unreliability, has not received enough notice. Similarly, to gain a fuller picture of autobiographical unreliability, we need to take into account both the narrated reality as a yardstick and readers' divergent integration mechanisms. No less important, in order to expand and enrich narratological investigation in general (see Rimmon-Kenan 2002 : 137-47; Chatman 1990; Genette 1990; Sternberg 1990 Sternberg , 1992 Sternberg , 2003 Prince 1995: 79) , more attention needs to be paid to previously more or less neglected genres such as autobiography.
